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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This office action is in response to the Applicant's amendment filed on 2/19/2004. 

2. The Applicant's arguments have been fully considered, but are moot in view of the new 
grounds of rejected necessitated by the Applicants amendments. 



3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1 - 5, 7, 8, 1 1; 12 - 17; and 18 - 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Claussen et al., 6,675,354 (hereinafter referred to as Claussen). 

In regard to claim 1: 

"parsing the input stream, 

as a tag is found during the parsing process, building a tree representation of the 
input stream and the objects bound to tags by building the object mapped to the tag 
found into the tree representation according to the tag structure, " 

Claussen discloses parsing an XML input stream, identifying nesting and building a tree 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



from the tags (column 6, line 8 to column 7, line 34). 
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"invoking, in response to finding a start tag, the start method defined in the object 
mapped to the tag found, and 

invoking, in response to finding an end tag, the end method defined in the object 
mapped to the tag found, 

wherein, due to the fact that the object is built into the tree representation before 
one of the methods defined by it is invoked, the method invoked has awareness of the 
position of the tag to which it is mapped within the tree structure, as the tree structure 



Claussen discloses invoking a method (a Java object) at an XML tag (column 3, lines 30 
- 42; column 7, lines 5 - 34). The tag tree has an inherent hierarchical nature, and a method 
invoked by a tag would also inherently have an awareness of the position of the tag to which it is 
mapped. 

In regard to claim 2, incorporating the rejection of claim 1: 

". . . the extensible markup language is XML " 

Claussen discloses an XML based system (column 5, lines 48 - 50). 

In regard to claim 3, incorporating the rejection of claim 1: 

". . . the discrete software components are classes in an object-oriented programming 
language or procedures or functions in a procedural programming language. " 

See column 3, line 33. 

In regard to claim 4, incorporating the rejection of claim 3: 

". . . the input stream comprises at least one tag which is formed by a start tag and an end 
tag, ...at least one of a method which is invoked as the start tag is parsed. . . " 

Claussen discloses an XML document that is parsed having start tags and end tags 

(column 6, lines 38-49). 

In regard to claim 5, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 : 



is built. 
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". . . when the input stream is parsed, a hierarchical memory structure, which corresponds 
to the input stream, is also built in a memory of the computer system. " 

Calussen discloses that a hierarchical (tree) structure is built using the DOM parser 

(column 7, lines 20 - 34). 

In regard to claim 7, incorporating the rejection of claim 1: 

". ..an extensible markup language output stream is generated, and the output is used as 
an input stream for another execution method. " 

See column 7, lines 5 - 34. 

In regard to claim 8, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 : 

". . . the computer system is a server in a network, and the input stream processed by the 
server is comprised in a request received from a client over the network or is comprised 
in an output from a database. " 

See Figure 1 . 

In regard to claim 11, incorporating the rejection of claim 1: 

"the computer system comprises a local computer and a remote computer which 
communicate with each other, and at least some of the commands... are executed on 
the remote computer, but the results of the execution are output on the local 
computer,,,, wherein the communication between the local and the remote computers 
comprises an extensible markup language stream. . . " 

See Figure 1 . 



In regard to claim 12 (a computer system corresponding to the method of claim 1): 
Rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 1. 
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In regard to claim 13 (a computer system corresponding to the method of claim 7), 
incorporating the rejection of claim 12: Rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of 
claim 7. 

In regard to claim 14 (a computer system corresponding to the method of claim 8), 
incorporating the rejection of claim 12: Rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of 
claim 8. 

In regard to claim 15 (a computer system corresponding to the method of claim 9), 
incorporating the rejection of claim 12: Rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of 
claim 9. 

In regard to claim 16 (a computer system corresponding to the method of claim 10), 
incorporating the rejection of claim 12: Rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of 
claim 10. 

In regard to claim 17 (a computer system corresponding to the method of claim 11), 
incorporating the rejection of claim 14: Rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of 
claim 1 1 . 

In regard to claim 18 (a computer program product including program code 
corresponding to the method of claim 1): Rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection 
of claim 1 (a corresponding method). 

In regard to claim 19 (a computer program product including program code 
corresponding to the method of claim 11), incorporating the rejection of claim 18: 

. . wherein the program code is stored on a computer-readable medium data carrier or 
is in the form of signals transmitted over a computer network. " 
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Claussen discloses transmittal of program code as signals transmitted over a network (see 
Figure 1) 

In regard to claim 20 (a computer program product including program code 
corresponding to the method of claim 1), incorporating the rejection of claim 18: 
"a class which parses the input stream, " 
"a class which implements a parses interface, " 
"a class which creates a document, " 

"a class which creates a tag let, i.e. which binds objects to tag names, " 
"a class which provides behavior for the tag lets. " 

Classen discloses code that parses the input stream and implements the parser interface, 
and generates a document (column 5, lines 1 - 23), a class that binds objects to tag names and 
provides behavior for the tag (column 7, lines 5 - 34). 

In regard to claim 21 (a signal transmitted over a computer network): Rejected for the 
same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 1 (a corresponding method). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Claussen et al., 
U.S. Patent 6,675,354 in view of Walker et al, 6,434,529 (hereinafter referred to as Walker). 
In regard to claim 6, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 : 

". . . the mapping between the tags and the discrete software objects is changed before, 
during or after the parsing process. " 

Calussen discloses mapping tags to software objects, but does not disclose changing the 
mapping during the parsing process. However, Walker discloses mapping changes between tags 
and objects (column 12, lines 39 - 44) to change color on a newly registered object. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the Claussen invention with the ability to change the mapping process as taught by Walker, 
because the ability to modify the mapping gives flexibility to the mapping process in cases where 
different objects may be selected by a user requiring, for example, different coloring in selected 
objects, as taught by Walker (column 12, lines 45 - 54) 

Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Claussen 
et al, U.S. Patent 6,675,354 in view of Meltzer et al, 6,125,391 (hereinafter referred to as 
Meltzer). 

In regard to claim 9, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 : 

"... the invoked software components comprise at least one software component for 
accessing a database. " 
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Calussen discloses mapping tags to software objects, but does not disclose invoking 
software components for accessing a database. However, Meltzer discloses XML documents for 
transferring information over a network having database access (see column 24, lines 48 - 53; 
Figures 3 and 7). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the Claussen invention with the database access of the Meltzer 
XML based system because the combination allows the creation of a set of events recognized by 
JAVA methods as taught by Meltzer at column 24, lines 54 - 59). 

In regard to claim 10, incorporating the rejection of claim 1: 

"...the invoked software components comprise at least one of a software component for 
sending electronic mail and a software component for sending facsimiles. " 

Calussen discloses mapping tags to software objects, but does not disclose invoking 

software. However, Meltzer discloses XML documents for sending electronic mail and faxes 

over a network (see column 15, lines 1-15). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 

skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the Claussen invention with the 

XML documents for sending electronic mail and faxes over a network as taught by Meltzer 

because the combination allows the creation of a set of events recognized by JAVA methods as 

taught by Meltzer at column 24, lines 54 - 59. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-21 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

U.S. Patent 6,704,736 to Rys et al. 5 regarding transformation of information into a 
hierarchical XML document for exchange with a database. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Lawrence Shrader 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2124 

1 0 May 2002 TODD MQBERG 

PRIMARY EXAMINER 




